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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

1\foNDAY, May ~5, 1914. 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Cha;.Jlain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol

lowing prayer : 
God of the universe, Father of all souls, dispenser of all good, 

strengthen our faith, encourage our hopes, and bring us ·closer 
to Thee. that with clear minds, warm hearts. and ready hands 
we may push forward in every good work and departing leave 
the world a little· better. that we haYe liYed and wrought. Freely 
we have receh;ed, freely mny we giYe. · 

'Admonished, by the death of one of the congressionnl house
hold, of the brief tenor of life, to work while it is yet dny, for 
the night cometh when no man can work; comfort. we beseech 
Thee, · the colleagues, friends, and bereav-ed family by the 
blessed hope of the life immortal and prepare us all for th.e 
change inevitable, that we may be ready when the summons 
comes to go forward to whatever awaits us in the dispensation 
of Thy providence. In the spirit of Him who said, "I am the 
resurrection and the life." Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, .May 23, 1914, 
was read and approved. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as fol
lows: 

To l\Ir. GARRETT of Tennessee, until June 5, on account of 
important business. 

To Mr. SuLL, for five days, on account of important business. 
To 1\lr. McKELLAR, for five days, on account of important 

business. 
To Mr. DIEs, for two weeks, on account of sickness. 

RESIGNATION OF A MEMEER. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before the House the fol
lowing letter from Hon. HENRY D. CLAYTON, which the Clerk 
will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
COMMITTEE ON THE .JUDICIARY, 

HOUSEl. OF HEPRESE:'iTATIVES, 
Washington, lJ. C., May !3, 191.1,. 

Hon. CHAMP CLARK, 
Speaker of the House of Rep1·e.sentatives, United States. 

1\In. ·srEAKEn: I have this day tendered to the gove1·nor of Alabama 
my resignation as a Representative in the Congress of the United States 
from the third congressional di~trict of Alabama, to take effect on 
Monday, May 25, 1914. 

Respectfully, HENRY D. CLAYTO:-i, 

The SPEAKER. 0! course no action has to be taken on tuat. 

NOMINATION AND ELECTION OF SENATORS. 

1\Ir. RUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the conference report on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the bill S. 2860, and before 
the request is submitted I would like to say that I feel quite 
sure it will not consume two minutes of time to dispose of this 

· matter. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report it. 

'I he Clerk read as follows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (NO. 709). 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes 0: the 
two Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill S. 
2860, an act providing a temporary method of conducting the 
nomination and election of l!'nited Stutes Senators, having 
met, after full and free conference have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to thei:· respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend
ments of the Honse numbered 1, 2, and 4, and agree to the 
same. 

That the House recede from its amendment numbered 3. 

LI--570 

W. W. RUCKER, 
R. F. BROUSSARD, 
w. D. B. AlNEY, 

Managers on the part of the House. 
. T. J. w A.LSB, 

ATLEE POMERENE, 
WM. s. KENYON, 

Manage1·s on the part of the Senate. 

\ 

STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF THE ROUSE. 
The Senate receded from its disagreement to the House 

amendments numbered 1. 2, and 4, and the House receded from 
its amendment numbered 3. 

W. W. RUCKER. 
R. F. BROUSSARD. 
W. D. B . .A.INEY. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request for the 
present consideration of the conference report? [After a pause.j 
The Chair hears none. 

·1\Ir. 1\I.A.:KN. .l\fr. Speaker, the statement does not indicate 
what the different amendments are. Will the gentleman briefly 
state at least what amendment No. 3 is? 

.1\Ir. ·RUCKER. Amendment No. 1 was one in which the House 
inserted the language "not heretofore made." Amendment 
No. 2 was the amendment in which the House struck out the 
words "the case of," a mere change of language. In amend
ment No. 3 the House struck gut the words " in accordance with 
the laws of such State respecting the ordinary executive and 
administrative officers thereof who are elected by the vote of 
the people of the entire State," and substituted for those words 
" the same as that provided for the nomination and election of 
governor of such State." 

The House recedes from that amendment for the reason that 
the Senators with whom we have talked quite fully state that 
that particular language invoh·ed in the Senate bill had been 
carefully considered in committae and also in the Senate, and 
they preferred that language. Amendment No. 4 is a new sec
tion added by the Bouse, fixing the three-year limitation in 
this law. The Senate agrees to all the amendments except the 
one I speak of. 

1\fr. Speaker, I ask that the conference report be agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the confer· 

ence report. 
The conference report was agreed to. 

PRINTING AND BINDING (COMMITTEE ON ELECTIONS NO. 2}. 

l\:Ir. BROUSSARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent · 
for the present consideration of the resolution which I send to 
the Clerk's dask. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Louisiana [l\Ir. BRous
SARD] asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of 
the resolution which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House resolution 525. 

Resolt:ed, Tbnt the Committee on Elections No. 2 be authorized to 
ha vc sucb printing and binding done as may be required in the trans
action of its business. 

The SPEAKER Is there objection to the present considera~ 
tion of the resolution? [After a pause.] The Chair h~ars 
none. The question is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
ANTITRUST LEGISLATION. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the House resolves itself 
automatically into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
H. R. 15657, and other bills. The gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. HuLL], who has been acting as Chairman, has been cnl!ed 
unexpectedly to Tennessee, and th.e Chair appoints his colleague, 
Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee, to preside. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill H. R. 15657, the antitrust bill, which the Clerk will 
report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H. R. 15657) to supplement existing laws against unlawful 

restraints and monopolies, and for other purposes. 
Mr. WEBB. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gentle

man from Kansas [1\fr. TAGGART], a member of the committee. 
1\fr. TAGGART. Mr. Chail"man, it is- not my purpose to mnke 

an extended speech on this bill. The bill has been under con
sideration ·for a long time and has been very ably and ex
haustive1y presented to the committee. What I may say might 
not add to the light that has been thrown upon it, but I will 
occupy the time allotted to me in presenting at least some of the 
feu tures of the bill. 

I was deeply impressed by a speech made on this bil1 before 
the committee on Saturday by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. NE~SoN], a -member of the committee, and especially with 
what be said as to the growth of socialism and the reasons why 
socialism grows. H seems to me that the gent:emfln is deeply 
impressed with the fact, or, rather, with the fear, if Amer
ican busine_ss becomes consolidated into the hil.nds of great and 
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nntion-wicle business concerns, able to enter to the entire m:nket 
in any line, that the gre:1ter the consolidation the easier it 
would be to take OYer those lines of business by the Go•ernment 
should socinlism finally premil. 

If e.'lch line of business is accnmulnted into one concern. there 
will be less resi t;lnce to the confiscntion of it. If property is 
finn lly to be absorbed by the Government, it would add grently 
to the conYenience of those who hold thut socialism is the solu
tion of Americnn inllu trial questions to run-e all .business 
monopolized as much as possible before it is tnken 0\·er. 

There is n note of wnruiug-of Rolemn wnrning-in whnt 
was &lid by the gentlemnn from Wisconsin. He bas criticized 
this trnst bill and bns said thnt it will not pre,ent a fnrtller 
consolidntion und monopoly of busine s, and therefore thnt it 
still rernnins ns an enconrngenwnt to socinli~m. Strnnge as it 
mny seem coming from n member of the Republican Pnrty, and 
a distingnishecl and able one. the gentleuwn from Wi!"consin 
has the sentiment of him who cried, " Lay on, Macduff!" He 
bas criticized us for not being more drctstic in our provisioru; 
for CU!'hin~ bi~ hu ines in the Dnited Stat~. Whnt bas a 
party come to when one major general is shouting "Halt ! " and 
t11e other major general is ordering us all to charge the 
breastworks? 

Mr. !\IA.:X~. Will the gentJeman yield for a question? 
Mr. TAGGAllT. I will. 
:Mr. l\1AXX Is not thnt the situation on the Democratic side 

o~ this hill in reference to a number of things in it? 
1\lr. TAGGATIT. Well. now. I baYe not obserYed that there 

wns nny such dir:;agreement ns thut on the Democratic side in 
reference to this bill. 

l\Ir. :1\IA~'?\. If the gentleman will be here under the five
minute rule. he will ob~·erYe that. 

1\lr. TAGGART. I ob ene that the distinguished gentleman 
from Illinois [:;\Ir. 1\lANN] is borrowing trouble. 

1\lr. MA!'\"N. Why. we were informed, if the gentleman will 
permit. by the gentleman who now holds the House in the 
hollow of his bnnd so fnr as husiness is concerned. the cha·irmnn 
of the Committee on llules, that he proposes to strike out one 
of the most important provisions in this bill and insert some
thing else in it. 

l\Ir. TAGGART. I beg leaYe to sny that the mysterious 
gentleman referred to bY. the gentlemnn from Illinois did not 
make Ruch a statement as that or anything quite having thnt 
menning, I.Jut be did say that a provision in section 7 of this 
bill would be submitted to this House for amendment under the 
fi,·e·minute rule. fllld thnt e,·erybody in this Hoose would have 
the free and full pridJege o_ voting on it as he chooses. 

l\lt·. MA~N. Oh, be stated in a colloquy with me that they 
propo ed to amend the bill and change it in that respect, and 
tlwt they bad the votes to do it. 

1\Ir. T.dGGA.UT. Well. this is the House of Representatives, 
and the time bas come when the House of Representatives is 
sufficiently reformed so that it will work out its will if it has 
the \·otes to do a certain thing. There was a day here when it 
had the ,·otes to do things and was not permitted to do things. 

1\ir. MA~X That is the case now as to prohibition and 
wonu1n suffrage. 

1\lr. TAGGaRT. Do you wish to express your enthusiasm for 
both of those great measures at this tiine? [Laughter.] 

Mr. MAN~. I am willing to vote upon them if you will give 
us the chance. 

1\Ir. TAGGART. The gentleman from Illinois will have a 
golden OVllOrtunity when the time comes. [Laughter.] 

Mr. 1\IAXN. I am afraid not. 
Mr. TAGGART. Yes. There is something strange when there 

is a marshal commanding "Forward!" like Blucher on one 
side of the Hou e, and on the snme side of the House a Fabius 
who is willing to coutinue his retrent. You ren1embc the lines 
thnt \\ere written Ly 1\Iacanlay about the sack of Rome, where--
"Ileaven help him!" quoth Lars Porsen, "and bring him safe to shore, 

Fo1· such a gallant feat of arms was never seen before." 

And there wl-\s a difference of opinion on a t;round Yery much 
like that existing among you gentlem£::1 now, for another 
shouted-

Mr. TAGGART. Yes; and I wish tu say right here that in all 
the trust bills introduced in the whole history of tllis House 
such a pri•ilege as that was never granted to the House of Hep
resen ta ti •es before. 

Mr. FESS. .Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield at that 
point? • 

Mr. TAGGART. I will. 
1\lr. FESS. I wondered why it was necessnry to have a 

cnucus nction on fue currency question and on the tariff ques
tion, and not have it upon this question. Is there onything in 
this question tbHt is less important th<m the other two? 

1\lr. TAGGART. I do not know that there is anything less 
important in this than in the other two, but there is less of a 
variety of opinion upon thi than there wns on the ot~cr two. 

Mr. FESS. Thtlt rue<~ns thnt cnucus action is not to be held 
where there is not a ntriety of opinion? 

l\1r. TAGGART. The cu ncoR uction should be hnd in the dis
cus ion of tho~e bills where the party is practically unanimous 
except as to detHils. W!' h respect to those measures that are 
not party measures, like this one is not. but which is a nHtional 
measure, part of it indorsed by practically the entire House of 
RepresentatiYes, there is no necessity for a c;lucus. There is a 
mensure in this bill that bad but 18 Yotes against it in a 
former Cong1·ess. There is another mensure in this bill that 
had but 31 l'Otes against it in a former House, and. iu fuct. the 
entire House of Representatives was practic:;~lly nnanimcns with 
regard to the mo:::-'1: important proYisions of the hill in the Sis.ty
second Congress. and I dnre sny is practicnlly unanimous now. 

Why should any mnn's notions as to what should be plnced 
in this bill, as if it were a commercial provo ition like the tariff, 
be tied up by cnucus action? The tariff is a commercial propo
sition-a proposition Yery much like bHrgnining o,·er the counter 
of a store as to wltether you will pay 35 cents or 40 cents for an 
article. Men would never agree about the tariff unless they first 
got to!;ether and discussed the matter fully. 

In these matters that nre rooted in the liberty of the Americ:m 
citizen I want to sny that the Democratic PHrty is practicnlly 
unanimous, and if there is anything that distinguish-.s 1 Demo
crat from his brother it is because he wants to extend more 
liberty to the Americ~m citizen. 

1\Ir. FESS. Then. you indorse the caucus action on certain 
kinds of bills and oppose it on other kinds of bills? Is that it? 

1\lr. TAGGaRT. I trunk C<lucus action is wise on certain 
kinds of bills, and I think that caucus action is unnecessar·y on 
other bills. It is not deciding between wisdom and nnwist.lom 
but between what is necessary and wbnt is unnecess;~ry. ' 

Mr. FESS. And the lack of dh·er8ity on this bill is the rea
son why you did not ha,·e cnucus action on it? 

Mr. DOXOVA~. 1\lr. Chair·mr.n, I would like to know who 
has the floor. Who hus the 15 minutes? (Laughter.] 

1\lr. TAGGART. I am yielding to the gentleman fi·om 
Ohio--

1\lr. FESS. For the information of the gentleman from Con
necticut. My point was-because the gentleman from Kansas 
[1\lr. TAGGART] seems absolutely fair-why is it necessary to 
haYe caucus action on certain great measures and not on others? 
Is caucus action a necessary e\·il? 

1\lr. '£AGGART. Now, the gentleman seems to throw the 
word .. evil" in there gratuitously. It seems as though the 
gentleman regards a caucus as an evil. and is usklng we what 
measure of e,·iJ . there might be in caucus action ou anything. 
Does the gentleman regard caucus action as an e,·il? If be 
does, I wish to sny that the history of the gentleman's party is 
a compendium of the record of evil. (Laughter and applause 
on the Democratic side.] 

1\Ir. FESS. I hope the gentleman will understand--
The CHAIRMA..1'1. Do~s the .gentlema.n froru Kansas yield to 

the gentleman from Ohio? 
.1\Ir. TAGGART. Yes. 
.1\fr. FESS. That I am not holding a brief for any political 

party, past or present. I am trying to get light on thi measure. 
.Mr. TAGGART. I Hill glad to say that no one rejoices in your 

com·ersion more than I. [APtllause.] 
The CHAIRMA.l~. The time of the gentleman from Kansas 

bas expired. 
"Curse on him!" quoth false Sextus, "and let the villain drown; 1\Ir. FLOYD of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes 

But for this stay ere close of day we would have sacked the town." to the gentleman. 
This represents the difference here, at least on one side of Mr. TAGGART. I would like to have 15 minutes more time. 

the Honse, and if tl.lere is any difference on our side of the 1\Ir. FLOYD of .A.rkan&ls. I yield to the gentleman 15 
House that difference is represented by those who are willing minutes. · 
to open this bill to the entire Hon e, free from caucus action, The CH.A IRM.AN. The gentleman from Kansas is recognized 
f1·ee from all restraint, and call upon e'·ery Member of the for 15 minutes more. 
House to •ote upon e,·ery section of it as he sees fit-- I l\lr. TAGGART. 1\Ir. Chnirmnn, this GoYernmeilt wns founded 
. 1\lr. GA~:En. . A tiling you neyer had before under a Repub- to promote the liberty of the individual. The Constitution was 

lican admm1stration. · drafted for the individual, not in his organized. capacity but 

I 
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in his individual capacity. The great American ideal is the 
free, untrammeled citizen, at perfect liberty under law to work 
out his own destiny and to succeed in that line of endeavor 
for which nature has fitted him best. The fathers who drafted 
the Constitution and who founded this Government lived on the 
verge and seashore of what Daniel Webster called "a fresh, 
untouched unbounded, magnificent wilderness," practically un
explored, ~nd uninhabited except by settlers in their little log 
houses who tmed their farms and who lived in peace and com
fort. There was then not a great manufacturer in the New 
World; perhaps there was not a manufacturing institution or 
a busine s house in which as many as a hundred persons were 
employed. 

· The Constitution, therefore, was not drafted as a law mer
chant, or primarily with the view of having business regulated. 
All the power that we have, and to which we are trying to 
give expression in this bill and other similar measures, is cou
tain~?d in 17 words in the Constitution: 

in the grade, qnallty, or quantity of the commodity sold, or that makes 
only due allowance for difference in the cost of· transportation: AncZ 
pt·ovillecl fttrtller, That nothing herein contained shall prevent persons 
engaged in selling goods, wares, or merchandise in commerce from 
selecting their own customers, except as provided in section 3 of 
this act. 

Criticism was made here the other day by gentlemen who 
called attention to the proviso in the second section-

That nothing herein contained shall prevent discrimination in price 
between purchasers of commodities on account of differences in the 
grade, quality, or quantity of the commodity sold, or that makes only 
due allowance for difference In the cost of transportation. 

Did any gentleman expect that we would make a statute that 
would require a uniform price regardless of the grade or qual
ity of the thing sold? Even if it was within the power of 
Congress to enact a statute of that kind the statute would be 
worthless. It would be denying the fact that things have 
different values, and no legislative body can fL""' real value of 
any article or the relative value of different articles. The way 
to look at it is to consider what would be the case if we pro-

The Congress shall have power to re.~late commerce • • 
among the several States and with the Indian tribes. 

• vided otherwise. 

No other line or word in the Constitution adds to the power 
of Congress in dealing with the greatest concern of the Ameri
can people at this hour, the greatest commercial people the 
world has ever known. But that Constitution had in it a bill 
of rights, a guaranty to every citizen of the same rights as 
e-very other citizen under the fl ag. . 

When this country grew to be the greatest of all commerc1al 
nations, and with the means of communication perfected, busi
ness began to fall into the hands of powerful combinations, and 
they, in the exercise of their power, denied and crushed out the 
rights of other citizens to do business in this country. Where 
a citizen started in to compete with them in the same line they 
spent their resourc~s and sold goods at a loss," for the purpose 
of underselling him and compelling him to leave the business 
that was dear to his heart and in which he proposed to engage 
as a -vocation during his whole life. The individual liberty to 
go where he pleased, to be a free man, to worship as he plensed, 
and all those other personal things that were mentioned in 
the Constitution remained to him; but he did not have what the 
nature of things gave him when the Constitution was adopted . 
He did not have the privilege and the right of working out his 
own destiny under his own flag as he thought he had the right 
to do. · 

The States were first to take these matters under considera
tion. I have the happiness here to say to-day that the State 
of Kansas was the firs .: State in the Union to pass, in 1905. an 
act forbidd 'ng discrimination in price in different communities 
and localities within the confines of that great State, haYing 
81,000 square miles. This was brought about through the opera
tions of a great coal-oil company which had undertaken to mo
nopolize the entire market for its product in that State, and 
which sent out its agents to follow up and waylay its rivals 
in business and destroy their business by underselling them and 
by selling its product at less than its product was worth. As a 
part of my remarks I will insert that portio:1 of the Kansas 
statute which puts a penalty on discrimination in price in dif
ferent localities in the State: 

ACT OF 1905. 

1. Any person, firm, or corporation, foreign or domestic, doing busi
ness in the State of Kansas and engaged in the production, manufac
ture, or distribution of any commodity in general u e, that shall inten
tionally, for the purpose of destroying competition, discriminate between 
dil'fet·ent sections! communities, or cities of this State by selling such 
commodity .J.t a ow<'r rate In one section, community, ot· city, or any 
portion thereof, t han is charged for such commodity in another section, 
community, or city, after equalizing the distance from the point of 
production, manufacture, or distribution and freight rates therefrom, 
shall ue deemed guilty of unfair discrimination. (L. 1905, ch, 2, sec. 
1 ; G. S., sec. 6162.) 

This statute has been followed substantially in as many as 
18 Stntes of the Union. Uniformity of price is required through
out the State, the cost of transportation being equalized and 
taken into consideration. 

There was no statute of the United States dealing with this 
subject, and in section 2 of this bill we have provided what has 
been enacted in so many States of the· Union. As a part of my 
remarks I insert the section : 

SEC. 2. That any per3on engaged in commerce who shall either 
directly or indirectly discriminate in price between different purchasers 
of commodities in the same or diffet·ent sections ot· communities, which 
commodities are sold for u~e. consumption, or resale within the United 
States or any Territory thereof or the District of Columbia or any 
insular possession or other 1 place under the jurisdiction of the United 
States, with the purpose or intent to thereby destroy or wrongfully 
injure the business of a competitor, of either such purchaser or seller. 

:~~H ~: ~~~If:~e!0~~tya 0~n~ ~~~d~~~!~r~g \n5~o88.0~r~~~vil~~:ts~~~;~~ 
not exceeding one yPar, or by both, in the discretion of the court : 
Pt·ovided, That. nothing herein contained shall prevent discrimination 
in price between purchasers of commodities on account of differences 

The criticism was made that inasmuch as quantity is men
tioned here this bill will gi•e liberty to sell large quantities 
at a lower relative price than small quantities, which will 
render the bill meaningless and incapable of enforcement. Sup
pose we enacted that a can of corn shall be sold at the same 
relative price as a carload of canned corn. Would you vote 
for a provision of that kind? If you did, you would then indeed 
destroy the meaning of the bill and render it absurd. The 
meaning of the bill is that if in one place in this country they 
sell a carload of any given commodity at a lower and dis
criminating price than they sell a carload of the same com
modity at another place in this country, the cost of h·ansporta
tion being equalized and considered, then they are guilty under 
this law. That is the meaning of it. 

Mr. FESS. Will the gentleman yield there? 
Mr. TAGGART. I will. 
Mr. FESS. Suppose a small producer of canned corn, such as 

would be in my part of the State, wanted to open a market in 
Washington or in some city where he had no market. Would 
he be allowed to sell at a less price on the initiation of the 

. contract, in order to get ~n opening, than in any other part of 
the United States where the cost of transportation would be the 
same? 

Mr. TAGGART. There would be no exception made in a case 
of that kind. If he was making a superior article of cnnned 
corn, which of course they do in your district--

1\fr. FESS. Certainly. 
Mr. TAGGART. The corn would have to speak for itselt. 

He would not be allowed to gil'e it away for the purpose of 
taking the market away from somebody else. 

1\lr. FESS. Now, will not that be an advantage to the great 
producer, who has his agents everywhere, as against the small 
producer of the same article? 

1\lr. TAGGART. Why should it be? 
Mr. FESS. Because he bas advertising methods by which he 

can get his article before the community in a way in which my 
man can not. 

Mr. TAGGART. The large producer has that advantage now, 
has he not? He has the same advertising methods now; and he 
not only has that advantage, but suppose there was some 

. great canning company r.ractically catering to the entire trade 
of the United States. If your friend in Ohio should undertake 
to initiate his trade in any community, be would perhaps find 
that be was followed up by an agent of this great company, 
who would gi>e away canned corn until your man was forced 
out of business, and under the present law he could do it. It 
he had not established an agency in that State he could do it, 
under the present interstate-commerce laws of this country, 
eyen in a State where they require tmiformity of price. 

1\Ir. FESS. My point is this: Is there not a possibility under 
this section to favor the great producer as against the small 
producer, the thing you are trying to prevent? 

1\fr. TAGGART. I grasp just what the gentleman means, and 
it is this: That a small producer, who has some money and a 
great deal of enthusiasm, desires to go into the markets of the 
United States and by offering his wares at a cheap price intro
duce his product in certain neighborhoods. 

Mr. FESS. Yes; that is the idea. 
1\Ir. TAGGART; And give the people notice that after 60 or 

90 days he will charge a higher price, but for the purpose of 
introducing it he will first sell. it at cost or below cost. That 
has been a practice in the United States that has been engaged 
in ever since the intet·state commerce began. What right bas he 
to do that? [Applause.] · . 

It would seem as though a well-meaning person or firm, 
desiring to introduce a new and superior article, ought to be 
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ncournged. Possibly a rensonnb1e time for atlvertising an expressed wholly through the decisions nnd the decrees of a 
article. by selling it at a 1ow price, ought to be provided in the group of judges with a life tenure of office. While m1tny of 
hill. When the bill is ubmitted to the Committee of the Whole the e men are of the highest chnrncter nnd interpret the law 
Ilouse a full opportunity will be gh·en to amend this section. feorlessly as it has been provided for them, there are those 

Section 4 of the bill will :Jfford relief to retail deniers. who urnong them who have made a dHrerent use of their tremenrlous 
nre now required by who!esalers to handle certain nrticles ex- power and who h:n·e earned the reputation of being the wi. ely 
c:usive1y and become sole agents for certain goods. These elected and f;lithful guardians of big busines:.>. These 11ro
retnilers hnve complained that they are injured by conditions ,·isions will come ns a relief to the conscience of every wise 
imposed upon them by whole~ale firms, and that their trade is and thoughtful Federal judge in the whole land. These sections 
limited and embnrrns ed. While the contrncts that they nre wilJ establish and muke plain the simtlle rights that men hnve 
obliged to make to :&ell certnin articles exclusively and refu~e enjoyed for ages. The following are the rif;hts tllnt shall not 
to sell competing articles of the snme kind mny be wholly Yoid. be disturbed by the process of any Federal court when this 
the people engaged in big business, who sell to these retail bill becomes a law: 
dealers. are able to enforce these contrncts by· refusing to suppl nm. No injunction sha11 run ngninst persons because they 
the retail dealer any more of the some kind of goods if he have ceased to perform any kind of work or labor. 
should carry in his stock certain competing articles. This Second. Courts are prohibited from issuing injcnctions to 
section does not prohibft sole agencies. as those who bnve not prevent persons from recommending. ndV::.ting, oT persuading 
rend it carefu!ly have said that it does. A manufacturer of others to cease the work thnt they are doing. 
nny article can emp!oy a sole agent to sell thnt article wherever Third. The right pencenbly to assemble, guaranteed by the 
he pleases. A sole agent simply represents his principal. What Constitution. must not be interfered with by any lnjunction to 
it will prevent is compelling an independent dealer to become a pre,·ent persons from " sembling pe:1cefuly nt any lllnce in a 
sole agent for any article, by oppre sing him commercially. if he lnwful manner :md for hnvful JJUrposes, althouO'b the meeting 
chooses to buy and ell what he pleases. Abundnnt evidence may be had at or near a hom·e or place where nny person re
wns brought before the committee that grent firms that lease sides or works or c1-1rries on business or happens to be if the 
machinery and supplies, and by the terms of the lease seek to purpose of the meeting is peaceful nnd merely for the purpo~e 
compel, and do cO".npel, the people who len e the supplies and of obtaining or communicating information or· persuuding any 
machineTy to patronize these firms exclusiYely. The manu- person in a peaceful manner, either to work or ubstaill from 
facturer who is in the grip of this class of people bns no liberty work. 
nt all. This kind of oppression will be effectually prohibited by Fourth. People will not. under. this bill, be enjoined from C'eas-
this bill. . ing to patronize or to employ uny party to a disvute or contra-

Section 6 arms the Department of Justice and the courts of Yersy between employer and employee, or from gi\'ing to or 
the United Stntes with a new and formidable weapon to pre- withholding from nny person engaged in such a controYersy, 
Tent and punish the crimes of destructi\'e business. Unde1· any money or thing of >alue that they ee fit to give. 
the provisions of this section when a suit is brought uuainst a l!'iftb. A controyersy between em)Jioyer and employee is shorn 
party by the United States and a final judgment is r~ndererl of its distinctiYe character by this bill. It bus been treHted 
against the defendant. showing that the defendnnt bas Yiolated in a class by itself in certain Ferteral courts. Courts h:n·e 
the Sherman antitrust Jaw, or any antitrust law, the record of issued process in a controYersy when the same com·ts would 
that judgment can be put in evidence in a suit against the s:1me hold that it .would be nnhnYful to issue such process in a ca c 
defendant for damages that may be brought by any priYate in- which was not a contro,-ersy between employet· and employee. 
diYidual. and the judgment so introduced will be considered In other words. the acts of men in the case of a dlsrn:te. nltlwngh 
conclusiYe eddence that the defendant had violated the antitrust they may be peaceful, have been considered in a different light 
laws, and the only qPestion far the jury to decide will be the than their ordinary acts. Under the pro,·isious of this bill nv 
amount of damnges that the plaintiff ought to reco>er. ·one shall be enjoined from doing any act or thing in the ca~e 

A great many suits haYe been brought against trusts by the of a dispute or while a controYersy is pending which would be 
United States and mnny trusts haTe been dissol\·ed. Some few a lmYful act if there were no controver~y. 
ha Ye been punished, but the people whose business tbey de- Sixth. The right of trial by jury for the offense cn11ed con
strayed have been practically without a remedy. When this bill tempt of court, which is not committed in the presence of th~ 
becomes n law, the person who willfully destroys another per- court. is fuiJy and effectually pro,·ided fpr in. this bill. It is 
son's business will do so at his peril. Damages can be recov- strange but true that courts and lnwmnkers hHYe sh~u·ply dis
ererl ana the chtim for damages will not be outlawed by the tinguished between violations of positiYe law tmd viola tion~ of 
statute of limitations during the time that the United States the orders and decrees of courts. In the case of one chan~ 
is proceeding against the offending paTty. The GoYernment can with a '"iolation of the criminal law, especially a felony, a trial 
snbprena witnesses from any place in the Union and require by jury hns been the undisputed birthright of the English
'their personal presence. Not alone will an offending corporation speaking people of the world for more than a thousand year'il. 
be punished, but :my director, officer, or agent. who shall have But -during uJI those centuries in the case of ''iolatiug the or<le~· 
authorized or shall have done any of the prohibited acts shall of the court, the offendiug person bas been fined or impri:mued 
be held to be guilty. t1 t the will and by the ,·erdict of one m11n sitting on n bPnch. 

Tbe biii is frameu for the purpose of liberating business nnd Wba t reason has there been for this distinction? If there ever 
not for the purpose of injuring or destroying any business. Its was any reason, the representatives of the American people nr 
great [lUl'}JOSe is to protect sm1.111 business from big business, and now ready and willi~l? to declare, and do declare that that 
to compel all business to be conducted honestly. son hns C'ea~ro to ex1st. 

In tlle Sixty-~econd Congress two bills relating to labor were This bill does not licen~e destruction or interfere with t.he 
pnssed in the House--tlle anti-injnnction bill anti the contempt P_?Wer of co?rts to preYent injury to per ons or property. It 
bill. Although they were vigorously opposed by some of the Simply pronrles that courts shall not unreasonably nor nrbi
llepublica·n minority on the committee, there were but 31 votes trarily exercise that power. We are not so consen-atlve as the 
against the anti-injunction bill nnd only 18 votes against the English are. and ret a short time 11go the British Parliamt•nt 
bill that proYided for trial by jury in cnses of indirect contempt passed an act coYering a pbase of labor disputes thnt bas been 
Both of these bills are included word for word in this bill. considered nnl :t wful heretofore and bas been the ubject of par
'Conrprising ections 15 to 23. inclush·e. Now, I do not propose ticular attention in United States courts The new British law 
to tnlk about the rights of labor. This wo.1ll: be. to my mind, is as fotlows: 
a narrow view of the subject. \Ve are not legislating for citi- It shall be lawful for one or more persons, acting on tbeil· own 
zens simply becau e they belong to any organization or bec<tuse behalf o1· in behalf l)f a trades-onion, in contemplation of a trade dis-
th · h th b · b pute, to attend pt>acefully and in a reasonuble manner at ot· near a 

ey descnbe t emsel ,·es or ey may e descrtbed Y any house or place whe1·e a person works or canil's on bu iness, if be 
distinctiYe term or combinntion of words. I do not wi b to ap- nttend fo1· the purpose of persuading any person to work or to ab tuin 
peal to men of a certnin class or to convey the impression to from working. 
them thnt I nm pretending to represent them exclusively. Tbi~ The bill we haYe prepared is a measure fm· the whole people. 
neYer wns, and neyer ought to be, and I horle never wm be. Under its pro,·ision no business will fail, except in so far ns it is 
the position taken by any representntive of the American seeking by unfair and unlnwful means to destroy a competing 
people. We who nre het·e represent them all. The whole people business. Honesty is encouraged and protected; di honesty re
baYe particular respect for ali cll1s es of men who work earnestly !'!trained and punished. Property and business nre not abnn
ancl fnithful1y to bear the btrrrlen of modern ciYilization and doned to the mob and the rights of the citizen are not left solely 
the tremendous labor that is the glory of American life. In in the hands of · the autocrat of the bench. The Committee on 
these nine sections are contained a · charter of liberty and u the Jndiclary, after a full and fnir hearing of every person who 
bill of rights for the whole American people. The people of chose..,to be present, took the' middle course between these ex
this countJ:y a.re not satisfied to have their sense of justice tremes, and with whatever measDie of ability they had, pre-
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pared this bill, for the considerution of Congress and on beh::tlf 
of all the people. Should its IJTOvisions fall short of justice they 
can be arnendeu. Should they work injustice, they can soon be 
remedied. but ever and always let us keep before us that the 

{jmblest individual beneath the flag has an equal right to work 
ut Ws deRtiny under the law in the way be chooses, and that 

the work of his life must be protected from those who from 
lfish motives would do him injury. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 
The committee informally rose; and the Speaker having re

sumed the chair, a message from the Senate, by Mr. Tulley, one 
of its clerks, announced that the Senate had passed bill of the 
following title, in whic3 the concurrence of the House of Repre
sentath·es was requested: 

S. 2256. An act for the relief of James M. Campbell. 
The mesage also announced that the Senate had passed the 

following resolutions: 
· Resolved, That the Senate has beard with deep regret and profound 

sorrow of the death of Bon. WILLIAM 0. BRADLEY, ln.te a Senator 
from the State of Kentucky. 

Resolv ed, That ·a: committee of 14 Senators be appointed by the Vice 
President to take order for arranging the funeral of Mr. BRADLEY. 

Reso/·1.1ed, That as a further mark of respect his remains be removed 
from his late borne in this city to Frankfort, Ky., for burial, in charge 
of the Sei'J!I:'ant at Arms, attended by the committee. who shall have 
power to cany these rl:'solutions into effect. 

Resolt,ed, That the Secretary communicate these proceedings to the 
House of Representatives. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memoty of the 
deceased Senator tbe Senate do now adjourn. 

That in compliance with the .foregoing the Presiding Officer 
had appointed as said CO'llmittee, Mr. JAMES, Mr. GALLINGER, 
Mr. WARREN, Mr. OVERMAN, 1\lr. SMOOT, Mr. SHIVELY, Mr. RooT, 
Mr. KE~N, hlr. MARTINE of New Jersey, Mr. POINDEXTER, .Mr. 
O'GORMAN, 1\Ir. FALL, 1\Ir. SMITH of Arizona, and Mr. HUGHES. 

trocluced a bill in the Senate. a snbstitute was prepared by Sen
ator Reagan, of Texas, which undertook, in something the same 
form as the bill now before us, to define specific.:'l.lly the offenses 
which might come under its provisions. After that bill bad been 
ronsidered the committee finally brought out a. substitute for 
the Reagan bill. It is sometimes supposed that the bill known 
as the Sherman law was in fact prepared by Senator Edmunds; 
but the real fact. as now known, is that it was prepared by Sen
ator Hoar. I never had an opportunity of listening to Senator 
Hoar, but those who have heard him speak and those who study 
his writings know that he pos~essed in a remarkable degree a 
faculty of clear. accurate. and comprehensive expression such as 
was probably possesded by no other man in public life of his 
day, and it is doubtful if his powers in this respect have ever 
been equaled in our legislative history. 

The Sherman law is a model of clearness. and of brevity and 
a marvel in comprehension. · Somebody has said that it was like 
a universal joint in machinery-it can be pointed in any direc
tion and will work in any manner the party using it sees fit. 
The troubLe we have had with the growth and de'f'elopment of 
trusts under the Sherman law is not from any defect in the law 
itself, but from failure of its administration, which has arisen 
partly through an unwillingrfleSs to enforce the law from dread 
of the special interests, and partly because of defects in the 
administrative powers of the courts. 

I have been surprised, upon consideration of the bill now be
fore us and of the report of the committee, that neither here nor 
in the report accompanying the bill does anyone set forth bow 
the Sherman law has failed to reach the evils which are claimed 
to exist under the present law. Th-ere are no citations to any 
cases; th{'re are no particular facts pointed out as to which it 
is claimed that the Sherman law can not and does not reach any 
wrong which is alleged to prevail. 

A "TITRUST LEGISLATION. Mr. BARTLETT. Will the gentleman yield? 
The committee resumed its session. 1\Ir. GREEN of Iowa. Certainly. 
Mr. VOLSTEAD. 1\Ir. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman Mr. BARTLETT. Haa there been any case brought under 

from Iowa [~lr. GREEN] 20 minutes. the Sherman law, except one, where the present law as applied 
l\1r. GREEN of Iowa. l\1r. Chairman, I trust that anything I to the corporations, where the corporations have been conYieted 

may sny in discussing this bill will not be treated as invidious of violating the Sherman law, where the court has not upheld 
criticism of the members of the committee who reported it. I the law, except the Knight case, which failed for want of juris-

diction? 
have the highest opinion for the· learning, the zeal, and the in-
dustry of these gentlemen. I ha>e made a considerable study Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I would say that the Knight case 
of this question. and my study has only forced upon me the failed because it was not properly presented to the courL 
sense of the enormous difficulties which confronted them when 1\ir. BARTLETT. But it went off on a question of jurisdic-
they prepared the bill. With all this, I will have to say that I tion. 
have been considerably disappointed in the bill and the report 1\Ir. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman is entirely correct. 
which accompanied it. But perhaps I ought not to have been, I wish to ronsider more particularly the provisions of this bill 
when there was added not only to the natural difficulties with now before the House, and as I am now discussing it in an 
which the gentleruen were-- confronted the pressure of political informal manner I will welcom~ any questions or interruptions. 
necessity which required them to bring in a bill which would Mr. FESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for an 
meet some partisan exigei.tcy, and in accordance with the direc- interruption? • 
tion of a particular person, I ought not to be surprised that the 1\Ir. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 
committee has failed, as I think they have, to bring in a proper 1\lr. FESS. I think for the matter of the RECORD, to show 
bill. that this was nonpartisan, the gentleman ought to state that it 

The gentlemen who have spoken on the other side, and par- was unanimously adopted in the Senate and, I think, only one 
ticularly the distinguished gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TAG- vote recorded against it in the House. 
GARTJ who bas just taken his seat, have entirely misunder- Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman is referring to the 
stood the trend of the criticisms upon this side. We do not Sherman law? 
object to this bill because it is too drastic; we object to the 1\fr. FESS. Yes. 
bill because it adds nothing to the _law whieb precedes it and Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I had intended to mention that fact. 
simply ronfuses and confounds men who are undertaking to do It was discussed and adopted entirely in a nonpnrtisan way, 
business under it. I am speaking now solely of the new pro- and the vote opon it wns almost unanimous, lacking only one 
visions in the bill and not of the provisions which were ::~lready vote, as the gentleman from Ohio has correctly stated. 
law by virtue of court decisiong or statutes already enacted. I shall not haYe time to refer to all of the proYisions of this 

I object to this bill at this time, not because it adds too much bill to which I object, but I will cnll attention, first, to section 
power to the pre ent law but because it detracts from and 2. which provides, among other things. thHt any person engaged 
emasculates the Sherman law whirh is already on the statute in commerce who shall discriminate in price between the pur
books; not because it gives additional force and efficiency to chasers of commodities with the intent and purpose thereby to 
the law we now have, but because it takes away in important destroy or wrongfully injure the business of a competitor, the 
respects the powers giyen to the Government in the law now purchaser and the seller shall be guilty of a misdemeanor. I 
on the statute books. would like to inquire what case there is that has ever held 

I object to it. further, because they ha"Ve undertaken to add thnt actions of that kind are not punishable under the Sher
to a law which was <'lear and precise in its form provisions man law as it now stands? An act such as is described in this 
whirh are in some respeds of doubtful constitutionality, and section is clearly an attempt to monopolize business. 
in one respect absolutely Utl\!onstitntionnl. They have done Mr. BARTLETT . .Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
this by bringing in what I call a political bill, because Members 1\fr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 
on tw~ side have not been asked to assist in its preparation. Mr. BARTLETT. That species of monopoly and combinntion 
In thts respect they have done >ery differently from the and trust, an effort to break down a competitor. is one of the 
framers of the original Shermnn law. I suppose everyone is earmarks. of monopoly and violates the law and was pointed 
aware that the original Sherman law was not prepared' uy out in the celebrated Tobacco case as being evidence of violation 
Sen a tor Sbermn n. of the ~a w. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Only the title. Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman has expressed very 
Mr. GREEN _of Iowa. Only the title, as the gentleman from forcibly a matter to which I intended to refer, and very cor

Georgia states. After Senator Sherman had prepared and in- rectlf. 

/ 
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~fr. FLOYD of Arkansas. 1\fr. Chairman, will the gentlemnn 
yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yieltl with pleasure to the «.listin
gui ·hetl gentleman from A.rkansas. 

Mr. FLOYD of Arkansa 3. I am not able to point out to tlle gen
tleman n·here that has ever been held not to be a violation of the 
law, but it has never been held to be a violation of the Shermau 
law, and, in my opinion, such act of discrimination is not within 
the purview of the Sherman law as it now exists. The gentle-

. man can not cit€' a case in which it has been so heltl. It is an 
in trurnentality which has been used by different corporations, 
r€'ferred to by the courts as evidence tending to show that the 
corporation has been guilty of a violation of the Sherman law; 
hut the single transaction, the act of discrimination, taken 
alone, condemned in th.at section, has never been held by n. 
c0urt in any decision to be a \iolation of the Sherman law. 

~Ir. GR.f,EN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is quite 
correct as to the decisions, but at the same time it has been 
repeatedly held by the courts that such a transaction is one of 
the indicia and evidences of violations of the Sherman law. 
Section 2 of the Sherman law expre sly state that every person 
who shall monopolize or attempt to monopolize or combine or 
conspire to monopolize any trade or commerce, and so forth, 
shall be subject to its provisions. If the gentleman means to 
say that these acts which be bas described in section 2 of the 
bill are not done with intent to monopolize, and that he intends 
to make criminal acts which do not interfere with competition 
or tend to monopolize, then I will agree with him ; but, otherwise, 
I am compelled to disagree. 

· l\Ir. FLOYD of Arkansas. Ur. Chairman, I will state to the 
gentleman that the object of that section is to strike down the 
practice that has been referred to by the courts in decisions in 
antitrust ca es as one of the instrumentalities used in buiidlng 
up monopolies in this country, and I want to state further--

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I hope the gentleman will pardon me, 
but my time is slipping by, and I am not going to be able to 
reach some matters I want to speak of particularly. 

After the provision making the e matters subject to penalty 
it was found necessary to add a number of provisos. These 
exceptions necessarily afford an opportunity to evade the 
Sherman law, which reached e\erything covered by this section, 
in so far as it interfered with competition, without any pro
visos. The law as it stands is sufficient, and section 2 of the 
bill will merely weaken it through these provi..,os. 

I wi h also to speak of section 3, which provides in part as 
follows: 

That it shall be unlawful fol' the owner or operator of any mine or 
for any person controlling the product of any mine engaged in selling 
its product in commel·ce to refu e arbitrarily to sell such product to a 
responsible per on, firm, or corporation \Yho applies to purchase such 
product for use-

-And so forth. 
As has been obser\ed, this applies simply to the owners of 

coal and other mines. It does not apply to persons who are 
operating in other natural products, such as lumber, timber, 
and articles of that kind. The fourteenth amendment to the 
Constitution provides that no State shall depriYe any citizen 
of the equal protection of the law. Of course, this amendment 
applies only to the States, but it has never been held or con
tended, so far as I know, that the Constitution gives the Fed
eral Government the right to deprive any citizen of the equal 
protection of its law. Of course, classifications can be made 
under the criminal law, where such classifications are not made 
arbitrarily; but what reason is giyen for selecting the coal 
miners or coal dealers under this proYision? Why should not 
those who deal in lumber, those who own the forests, as well as 
those who control the mines, be subject to similar provisions, 
and what authority can gentlemen cite, gi\ing Congress power 
to arbitrarily select certain individuals without any reason 
therefor and make them subj.ect to penalty? 

l\lr. l\1ETZ. ~lr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GREE.~..r of Iowa. Yes. 
Mr. 1\IETZ. While we are trying to get at monopoly here, and 

ha\e in mind oil and coal, and so forth, does not section 2 prac
ticaUy put every business bouse. e\·ery dealer in any kind of 
goods, in the same category with those big corporations, with 
this exception, th.at be c:m choose his own customers? 

Mr. GHEEN of Iowa. Oh, no. 
1\fr. MEY.rZ. Oh, yes. · It fixes th.e price. 
~Ir. GREEN of Iowa. I think I <lid not fully understand the 

remarks of the gentleman from New York. 
l\ir. ~'ESS. 1\lr. Chairman. will the gentleman yield? 
1\Ir. GllEEX of Iowa. Yes. 
.1\lr. PESS. Does it not discriminate against the small pro

ducer rather than to put him on an equality with the large 

producer, who can send his men to represent his goods every
where, while the small man can not, and therefore how is he 
going to get into the markets? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think the gentleman has correctly 
stated an objection to the biJl, and if the gentleman from New 
York [Ur. lliTz] is correct, it would be an additional reason 
why this provision is of doubtful constitutionality. 

Mr. l\IETZ. I agree with the gentleman. I think it is of 
doubtful constitutionality. 

1\fr. GHEEN of Iowa. 1\Ir. Chairman, I see my time is pass
ing rapidly, and I can only briefly refer to section 4. The dis
tinguished gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. FLOYD] spoke of some 
decision which made neces ary the enactment of this provision, 
but did not haye the decision with him at the time he spoke, 
and I have not been able to find it since. In so far as acts 
covered by section 4--

1\Ir. FLOYD of Arkan as. If the gentleman will permit an 
interruption, the gentleman will :find the decision in volume 125, 
Federal Reporter, page 454. It is the case of Whitwell against 
the Continental Tobacco Co. et al. 

1\Ir. GREEN of Iowa. What kind of a case was it? 
j\fr. FLOYD of Arkan as. It was a case brought under the 

antitrust law, in which the court holds that kind of a contract 
is not in violation of the Sherman Act. 

Mr. GREE.N of Iowa. Well, I do not have time to discuss this 
matter fully, but if the framers of the bill wished to pre"ent 
the holders of a patent from putting restrictions upon the sale 
or lease of the patented article, we ought to have a separate 
and distinct bill for t.Q.at purpose. Reference is made to a de
cision of a lower Federal court. If the decisions of the lower 
Federal courts stood, there would not be much left of the Sher
man Jaw. 

Mr. J.i-.LOYD of Arkansas, Will the gentleman permit me 
right there? 

Mr. J. U. C. S;\IITH. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIR~fAN. To whom does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman from Michi

gan. 
Mr. J. l\L C. SUITH. I desire to ask th.e gentleman whether 

or not he thinks section 4 applies to patented articles at all. It 
says persons engaged in commerce. It does not make any dif
ference, it does not say it should be a patented article that he is 
handling, but simply says it shall be a matter of commerce. 

l\Ir. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman calls Rttention to one 
of the vital defects of this provision. I am not prepared to say, 
and I doubt whether any gentleman is prepared to say definitely 
it would apply to such a case as the gentleman mentions. I now 
yield to the gentlem:m from Arkansas. 

Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas. The gentleman refers to the de
cision cited by me as one rendered by a lower court? The de~ 
cision rendered was in tile United States circuit court of ap
peals by Judge Sanborn, in the case of Whitwell against the 
Continental Tobacco Co. et al., aild can be found in volume 125, 
Federal Reporter, page 454. 

l\Ir. GREEN of.Iowa. The gentleman certainly is aware that 
that is not the highest Federal court. 

Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas. It is a ·Federal. court of \ery high 
authority, the highest next to the Supreme Court. 

l\Ir. GREEN of Iowa. 1\lr. Chairman, before taking my seat 
I desire to refer to the provisions of section 6. There can be, as 
I said, no possible question but ·what the provisions of this sec
tion are unconstitutional. It proYides that when a decree has 
been rendered in a suit commenced on behalf of the United 
States under the antitrust laws that-
said judgment or decree shaH, to the full extent to which such judg
ment Ol' decree would con tih1te in any other proceeding an estoppel as 
between the United States and such defendant, constitute in favor of 
or against such defendant conclusive t>vidence of tbe same facts, and be 
conclusive as to the same questions of law in fa VOl' of or against any 
other pal·ty in any action or proceeding brought under or involving the 
provisions of any of tbe antitmst laws. 

The effect of this decision is such that if some third party 
should commence n suit for damnges under the Sherman law he 
might find himself bound by a decree in an action brought by 
the United States against the same party, which holds that the 
Sherman law has not been violated. In such event, the pnrty 
who wishes to commence his suit will finu that he is estopped 
and precluded without ha\ing his dny in court, without ha-ving 
any opportunity to be heard, without having any opporhmity 
to present his evidence. The gentleman from Georgia has re
ferred to the Knight case, in which the Sherman law was 
in\oked, but where the ca e was dismissed with the :findings of 
fact and conclusions of law that the Sherman law had not been 
violated. If the provi ions of section 6 had then been in force 
and effect the parties ·who afterwards successfully maintained 
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a -suit for dnmng~s ag::tinst the Sugn'r Trust would have in ·ali 
probability found the decree in the Knight case standing like a 
stone wall in their way. I ha•e no hesitation in saying this 
provision is mwonRtitutional, and I feel confident that it will 
not be in this bill whPn it is finally enacted into law. 

1\ir. BARTLETT. Will the gentleman permit a question? _ 
Mr. GREE- ' of Iowa. I will. 
1\Ir. BAHTLETT. What effect does the gent~eman think it 

would have simply to make it prima facie e'~dence? This bill 1 

makes it eonclu~i'e endence, to which the gentlemAn has 
referred. Now. whnt effect would it have to say th:lt the find
ings between the United States Government and the corpora
tions should be ::~.ffirm::ttive evidence of a violation of the law to 
be rebutted by the e,·idence? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will answer the gentleman by saying 
I think that the words "in favor of," which precede the word 
"defendant," ought to be stricken out. The defendant bas had 1 

bis day in court. He bas bad his opportunity to be beard. It 
is proper that the decree should constitute a final estoppel as 
against him, but not as against some third person who was not 
a p:uty to the original action a.n.d has had no opportunicy to 
present his case. 

Now, I wish to speak briefly in reference to section 8. It is 
the provision with reference to hoJding companies. It states: 

SEc. 8. That no corporation engaged in commerce shall acquire, 
/ directly or indirectl.y, the whole or any part of the stock or othPr share, 

-....../ capital of anothE-r corporation E>n <?ageo also in commet·ce .. where the 
effE-ct of such acqui~ition is to eliminate or substantially lessen compe
tition betwet>n thP corporation whose stock is so acquired and the cor
pom tion making th~ acquisition, or to create a monopoly of any line 
of n·adt' in any section or community. 

1\lr. Chairnum, bow much time ha•e I consumed? 1 

The CHAill:\1A~. Twenty-five minutes, and the gentleman 
.has fiy-e minutes remaining. 

~fr. GREE::N of Iowa. Every gentleman in the House who has 
made a study of the law applicable to this subject is aware 
thnt the creation of a holding company for the purrlOse of 
eliminating competition has been held to be a violntion of the 
Shermnn law. but if this section is enacted we will have to go 
further than to secure a conviction under the law. It provides 
at the bottom of page 25-

This section shall not apply to corporations purchasing such stock 
solely for investment and not .using the same by voting or otherwise 
to uring ahout. or in attempting to bring about, the substantial lessen
ing of competition. 

In the Northern Securities ease it was held that the mere po
tential power to bring about a monopoly or effect a lessening 
of competition was sufficient to btiug the contract under the 
provisions of the Sherman law, but under proYisions that we 
htn-e in this bill it will be necessary to show that some step was 
·actually •tnken in the way of pre•enting or lessening competi- . 
tion before the law. will apply. This section is anotheT instance 
where the law as it now stands is not strengthened, but weak
ened. 

In the few minutes I have remaining I wish to speak very 
briefly with reference to section 12. This is the so-called "per
sonal guilt" section, in which the eommittee seemed to tnke a 
special vride, and yet I have no hesitation in saying that it adds 
to the burrlen impo ed upon the prosecutor by the law as it now 
stnnds. In other words, it will be more difficult to com1ct or 
bring about the com·iction of any person under this E'ection than 
it is now under the Sbermnn law. The Sbermnn law is personal 
in itS j,H"O\iSiOnS; it 3 ppJies to persons as well 38 COrpora tiODS. ' 
There is no difficulty in making guilt personal under it. Section 
12 provides-

T hat whenever a corporaHon shall be guilty of the violation of any of 
the provisions of th~ antitrust laws, the olfense shall be deemed to be 
also that of the individual directot·s, officers, or agents ()f such corpo
ration 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. So fn'r ns the provisions of this sec
tion are concerned, I do. If it does awHy with the provisions 
of the Sherman Act this would be necessary, b-ecause it expressly 
so states. . 

1\fr. CA~IPBELL. I would like to ask in what way can the 
corporation violate the law except through its managjng officer? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It can not; and the provisions of the 
Sherman law consequently apply to them where they have 
actually taken part i.a the viola tion of the law. 

Mr. CAl\lPBELL. I was going to follow that and then ask 
if the Sherman law does not cover the case, if it is rigidly 
enforced. as it now stands upon the statutes? 

Mr. GREE~ of Iowa. If it is enforced at all, it co-vers it? 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes. 
Mr. GREE...~ of Iowa. This section only applies to a director, 

officer, or agent who shaH ha•e actually ttuthorized, ordered, or 
done some of the prohibited acts, not Qf this section but of the 
antitrust laws. But whenever such facts a·re shQwn they become 
a crime under the Sherman law itself, and we have no need for 
this section whate,er. 

Mr. SLOAN. ·wm the gentleman yield'/ 
1\Ir. GREEN of Iowa. With pleasure. 
Mr. SLOfu~. Under that statute the Qfficer who nPglected 

to do the act he should ha-ve done and permitted the violntion 
of the law is not co,·ered in that st:1tute. is he? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Very clenrly not. 
The CH.diRl\IAN. The time of the gentlem:m has expired. 
Mr. GREE"N of Iowa. I will -ask for fiTe minutes more. 
The CHAIR:\IAN. 'l'he gentleman from Iowa is recognized 

for five minutes additional. 
Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have not time to go o•er this bill as 

I would like; but I h~we shown, I think, with reference to these 
sections which at·e new. thnt instead of gi\"ing any additional 
force to the Sherman ' law they actually detract from its provi
sions and make it niore difficult of enforcement. The criticisms 
we make upon this side are not because this law is not suffi
ciently drastic. We criticize bec.'luse it adds little or nothing 
to the law as it now stands, bPcause it confuses blL';;iness and 
confounds business men by pro,isions that a.re indefinite. un
certain, and of doubtful legality or absolutely unconstitutional. 
Do gentlemen think they can make a deeree stand against a 
peTson who was nel'er a party to the original a<'tiori 1 Do they 
think that they can single out one p~uticulHr ldnd of merchants 
and leave out -other kinds who stand in exactly the same posi
tion? Do they think it strengthens the law to enact definitions 
and then follow the definitions with a number of prodsos? 
What we need, and what we ought to ba\·e-what we ruust baYe to 
stop the growth of mQnopoly in this country-is further provi
sions in reference to the effect which decrees shall ba ve when 
enacted. I haYe introuuced a bill which provides that in the 
case of a •iolation of the Sherman law the courts must impose a 
jail sentence. I think thHt would have some effect, bnt I do 
uot think that that would accomplish the desired result by 
itself.. The only way in which we cnn ever stop the growth of 
monopolies is by requiring nll corporations engaged -in interstnte 
commerce to take out a Federal license. and then providing that 
when an action in equity is commeuced and it is found that the 
defendants are \'ioluting the lnw an order shall first be issued 
restraining them from any further violation. It then should 
be provided that in e\·ent the order is \·iolated not only that the 
officers -of any offending corporation shall be in contempt of 
court, but also tilllt t:):le corporation itself shall forfeit its license 
to do interstate business. 

1\lr. J. l\1. C . .S;\1 ITH. Is it not the idea of the gentleman that 
the bill is not drastic enough? 

1\Ir. GREEN of Iowa. I do not want the present law weak
ened in any particular. The bill does re.:'lch the deficiencies in 
the present system. 

Mr. J. l\1. C. S:\liTH. It was your idea that it is not drastic 
It does not provide and could not provide in nriy constitu- enough, 1 tal~e it from what you said. 

tiona! way that the mere fact that a corporation bas been found l\Ir. GREEN of [owa. I do not know what the gentlem:m 
guilty ~ould also establish the guilt of some otfich1l or director. calls drastic. What I want is something thilt will make the 
This probably was in the mind of the gentlemen who prepared present law more efficient; but I think this bill will weaken it 
this section. and they found it necessary to add thereto- in many respects. 

Any director, officer, or agent who sball have authorized, ordered, or Mr. J. l\1. C. S:\fiTH. If the gentleman wouJd get some of the 
done any of such prohibited net shall be deemed guilty of · a misde· letters that I have, be would think it is murder in the first 
meanor. . degree. 

It follows that, under the prqvision -of this section, the corpo- l\lr. GREEN of Iowa. Well, business men are more excited 
ration must first be convicted. After the corponttion is con- about what this law wiJI accomplish than they need to be. 
vieted the indhidun1 must be convicted, and, finally, after two There is not anything in it except a general disturbance of husi
com·ictions, the guilt is made personaL , ness, as I view it. It wil! not go beyond the Sherman law in 

.IHr. GORDO.N. Do you claim that you can not prosecute the any of the respects thnt I h:we mentioned. 
ind.ividnal in a sepurate indictment witht-nt first prosecuti~ Mr. TOW~ER. Will the gentleman ,yield~ 
the corporation under the language referred to? Mr. GREEN of Io.wa. Yes. 

_-_ 
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Mr. TOWNER. As the gentleman has shown, in section 12 
there is an absolute reduction of the possibility' of making guilt 
personal, is the1·e not? · 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There is. 
l\lr. TOWNER. Because under the provisions of section 12, 

in order to prosecute an individual as an officer of the corpora
tion who has authorized a violation of the law, it can only be 
done if the corporation has been indicted and convicted. and 
then must follow the indictment or conviction of the individual? 

~lr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman is correct if you pro-
ceed under this section and not under the old Sherman law. 

Mr. TOW1\'ER. Is not this a later. expression of the law? 
Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It was so intended. 
1\Ir. TOWNER. And if it passes, will it not be, in effect, a 

repeal of all of the other laws with regard to those matters? 
Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman states on~ of the many 

points where it will introduce confusion with reference to law 
which is now well settled. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
GREEN] has again expired. 

Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, I move that the 
committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and the S~aker having 

re. umed the chair, Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee, Chaum:m of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re
portetl that that committee had had under consideration the 
bill (H. R. 15657) to supplement existing laws against unlawful 
re. traints and monopolies, and for other purposes, and had 
come to no resolution thereon. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED. 

Under clause 2 Ru1e XXIV, Senate bill of the following title 
was taken from tbe Speaker's table and: referred to its appro
priate committee as indicated below. 

S. 2256. An act for the relief of James M. Campbell; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

DEATH OF SENATOR WILLIAM 0, BRADLEY, OF KENTUCKY. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
con ent for the present consideration of a resolution which I 
end to the Clerk's desk. 

Tile SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unani
mous consent for the present consideration of a resolution which 
the Clerk will report. 

Mr. DO NOV AN rose. 
The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise? 
Mr. DO NOV AN. To object, Mr. Speaker; to object to the 

consi(leration of the resolution. 
The SPEAKER. It does not require unanimous consent. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I move the adop

tion of the resolution. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 
The Clerk read as follows : 

House resolution No. 526. 

Resol~:ed That the House bas beard with profound sorrow of the 
death of the Hon. WILLIAM 0. BRADLEY, a Senator of the United States · 
from the State of Kentucky. 

Resol ved That the Clerk communicate these resolutions to the Senate 
and transnlit a copy thereof to the family of the deceased Senator. 

Resoll:ed That a committee of 16 Members be appointed on the part 
of the House to join the committee appointed on the part of the Senate 
to attend the funeral. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu
tion. 

The resolution was unanimously agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints the following committee 

on the part of the House to attend the funeral: Mr. JoHNSON 
of Kentucky, Mr. STANLEY, Mr. SHERLEY, Mr. HELM, Mr. 
':r'HOMAS, Mr. CANTBILL, Mr. FIELDS, Mr. ROUSE, Mr. BARKLEY, 
Jllr. LANGLEY, Mr. AusTIN, 1\Ir. KAHN, Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Mr. 
J. M. C. SMITH, Mr. SwiTzER, and Mr. JoHNSON of Washington. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next resolution. 
~'he Clerk read as fo1lows : 
Resolved, That as a further mark of respect the House do now 

adjourn. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu
tion. 

The resolution was unanimously agreed to; accordingly (at 
12 o'clock and 25 minutes p. m·.) the House adjourned, under the 

order previously made, until to-morrow, Tuesday, May 26, 1914, 
at 11 o'clock a. m. 

REPORTS OF CO~HHTTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. WITHERSPOON, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, 

to whlch was referred the bill (H. R. 2319) to transfer Capt. 
Armistead Rust from the retired to the active list of the United 
States Navy, reported the same with amendment, accompanied 
by a report (No. 710), which said bill and report were referred 
to the Private Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: . 

By Mr. CARLIN (by request) : A bill (H. R. 16811) to 
authorize the Washington & Old Dominion Railway Co. to 
acquire by purchase or condemnation the land and property 
necessary for terminal facilities and trackage in the District 
of Columbia, at or near Thirty-sixth and l\f Streets NW.; to the 
Committee on the Distiict of Columbia. 

By Mr. MOTT: A bill (H. R. 16812) to amend an act entitled 
"An act to establish a uniform system of bankruptcy through~ 
out the United States," approved July 1, 1898, as amended by 
an act approved February 5, 1903, and as further amended by 
an act approved June 15, 1906, and an act approved June 25, 
1910; to the Committee on the Judiciary. . · 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: Joint resolution (:3:. J. Res. 270) r.u
thorizing the Secretary of Commerce to have tnken specimens 
of the Pribilof Islands fur seal as specimens for the collections 
of the National Museum; to the Committee on the 11erchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. R. 16 13) granting an increase 
of pension to James A. Harper; to the Committee on Im-alid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. DILLON: A bill (H. R. 16814) granting an increase 
of pension to Amelia Brundage; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FESS: A bill (H. R. . 16815) granting a pension to 
William Matthews; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16816) granting an increase of pension to 
John G. Warner; to the Committee on Inva.lid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 16817) gr<:..nting an increase 
of pension to John Hill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RAUCH: A bill (H. R. 16818) granting a pension 
to Robert C. Bay; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16819) granting an increase of pension to 
William Hahn; to the Committee on Invalid. Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 16820) granting a pension to John Firt!l; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SLOAN: A bill (H. R. 16821) for the relief of Brig. 
Gen. John C. Hartigan; to the Committee on Military Affa irs. 

By Mr. SMITH of New York: A bill (H. R. 16822) granting 
an increase of pension to Thomas H. Caley ; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. S1_'EDM.A.N: A bill (H. R. 16823) to appoint Frederick 
H. Lemly a passed assistant paymaster on the active list of the 
United States Navy; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Arkansas: A bill (H. R. 16824) for the 
relief of the heirs of Abraham· Elrod; to the Committee on War 
Claiins. · 

By Jllr. ADAIR: A bill (H. R. 16825) granting an increase 
of pension to Joseph Funk; to the Committee on Invalid Pe.a
sions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions ~nd papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Resolutions of certain citi· 
zens of Owatonna Minn.; Fort Bragg, Cal. ; Los Angeles, Cal.; 
Cincinnati, Ohio; Washington, Iowa; Peorin, Ill.; Boston, 
Mass. ; Fargo, N. Dak.; Kansas City, Mo. ; Bauer Falls, Pa.; 
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Ubertyville, -IlL; Good Hope, Ill. ; and La -Crosse, Kans., pro
testing against the practice of polygamy in the United States; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also (by request), memorial of the Jackson ville (Fla.) 
n -ard of 'Irade, protesting against the · proposed change of the 
headquarters of the Florida customhouse district from Jack
sonville to Tampa; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also (by request), memorial of the Commercial Club of 
Kansas City, Mo., relative to pending antitrust bills; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also (by request), memorial of a mass meeting of Scandi
navian citizens of Helena, Mont., favoring national prohibition; 
to tile Committee on Rules. 

Also (by request), memorial of sundry citizens of Franklin 
County, Mo., protesting against national prohibition; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: Petition of A. Block, Holmes Red.d;y-, 
and others, of Macon, Ga., protesting against national prohibi
tion; to the Committee on Rules~ 

Also, memorial of the Georgia Division, United Daughters of 
the Confederacy, favoring return of the cotton tax to the 
States; to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, petition of the Savannah (Ga.) Chamber of Co:n;merce, 
relntive to antitrust bills; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petiti~n of Mrs. A. C. Carswell and 200 other ladies of 
Georgia, and D. B. Sandford and 20 ·others, of Macon, Ga., 
favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By l\.1:r. CRAMTON: Protests of John Biewer and 19 other 
voters in St. Clair County, Mich., against the adoption of House 
joint reso:ution 168, Senate joint resolutions 88 and 50, and all 
similar prohibition measures; to the Com.mittee on Rules .. 

Also, protests of 30 voters in Macomb County, Mich., agamst 
national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By l\Ir. GURRY: Petitions of 173 citizens and residents of 
the third California district, protesting against the Hobson na
tional constitutional prohibition resolution; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

Also, petitions of 17 residents of the third California district, 
protesting against the Hobson national constitutional prohibi
tion resolution; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Frank P. Young, of Vallejo, ,Cal., in favor of 
the Hobson national constitutional prohibition resolution; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition by Cora Alta Dobson, of Stockton, Cal., praying 
for the favorable ·consideration of the Hobson national consti· 
tutionul prohibition resolution; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of 4 citizens and residents of Sacramento, 
Cal., protesting against the Hobson national constitutional pro· 
hibition resolution; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Rev. H. V. :Moore, of the Methodist Episco
pal Church South, of Sacramento, Cal., praying for the favor
able consideration of the Hobson national constitutional pro
hibition resolution; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Rev. F. M. Washburn and his congregation, 
the Congregational Church of Suisun, Cal., praying for the 
favorable consideration of the Hobson national constitutional 
prohibition resolution; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petHion of A.ncil Hoffman, of Sacramento, Cal., protest
ing against the adoption of House joint resolution 168 and Sen
ate joint resolut ons 88 and 50, for national prohibition; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

Also, petitions of 8 individual drug companies of Stockton, 
Cnl., asking for the favorable consideration of House bill 13305, 
the Stevens price bill; to the Committee on Interstat~ and For
eign Commerce. 

Also, petitions of 7 individual drug companies of Sacramento, 
Ca I., in· favor of House bill 13305, the Stevens price bill; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

AlSo, petitions of 69 citizens and residents of the third Cali
fornia district. protesting against the Hobson national consti
tutiol;lal prohibition resolution; to the Committ~e on Rules. 

By Mr. DALE: Petitions of sundry citizens of Brooklyn, 
N. Y., protesting against national prohibition; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

Also, petition of 18 voters of the fourth congressional district 
of New York, protesting ·again::: national prohibition; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By 1\Ir. DILLON: Memorial of the Zion Ev~i:J.gelical Church, 
of Aberdeen, S. Dak., favoring national prohibition; to the Com: 
mittee on Rules. 

Also, petition of sundry citizens of South Dakota, protesting 
against national prohibition;· to the Committee on Rules.-

By 1\Ir: FINLEY : Petitions of F. W. Pate and D. H. Lang, of 
Chesterfield County, S. C., against national prohibition; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. HAY: Petitions of sundry citizens of Rockingham 
County, Va., protesting against national prohibition; to the 
Committee on Rules. · 

·By Mr. HOXWORTH: Petition of sundry citizens of the fif
teenth Illinois district, protesting against· national prohibition; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: Petition of various 
voters of the second congressional district of Wnshington, pro
testing against national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina: Petition of William 
Doll and others of Laurens, S. C., protesting agrlinst national 
prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island: Petition of the New 
Englanc Coal Dealers' Association, cf Boston, Mass., protesting 
against certain sections . of House bill 15657 ; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of John Greenwood, of Central Falls, R. I., pro
testing against national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the Sylvester Bros. Co., of Seattle, Wash., 
favoring passage of House bill 15988, relative to false state
ments in the mails; to the Committee . on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 

By Mr. McCLELL.I\N: Petition of 72 citizens of Sullivan 
County and various voters in the twenty-seventh New York 
congressional district, protesting against national prohibition; 
to the Comruittee on Rules. 

By Mr. METZ: Petition of various voters of the tenth con
gressional district of New York, protesting against pPnding pro
hibition legislation; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. RIORDAN: Papers to accompany a bill (H. R. 10986) 
granting a pension to Andrew Houlihan; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SLOAN: Petition of 68 citizens of the fourth con
gressional district of Nebraska, protesting against natioual pro
hibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. J. M. C. SMITH: Papers to accompany House bill 
16661, for increase in pension of John R. Lucas; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. S~HTH of Minnesota: Individual petitions from 41 
citizens of Hennepin County, Minn., protesting against proposed 
prohibition of manufacture, sale. and importation of alcoholic 
beverages; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. TALBOTT of Maryland : Petitions of sundry citizens 
of Maryland, against national prohibition; to the Committee 
on Rules. . , 

By Mr. TAVENNER: Petitions of Harry Ainsworth, presi
dent of Williams, White. & Co., of Moline, Ill., and the Root 
& Vandervoort Engineering Co., of East Moline, Ill., protesting 
against the passage of the antitrust bills; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of Ralph W. Lamont, of Rock Island, III., rela
tive to House bill 15657; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Mercer County (111.) Medical Society, 
protesting against Nelson amendment to the Harrison antinar
cotic bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
· Also, petition of the Women's Civic League of East Moline, 
Ill., protesting against abolishing of half-and-half plan in Dis
trict of Columbia; to tbe Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Arkansas: Petitio:L of 110 citizens of 
Wilmar, Ark., favoring national prohibition; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

Also, petitions of 21 citizens of Pine Bluff, Ark., protesting 
against national prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of the traffic bureau of the Chamber of Com
merce of Pine Bluff, Ark., p·rotesting against further extension 
of parcel post; to the Committee on the Pvst Office and Post 
Road& . 

By Mr. VOLLMER: Petitions of George L. Wheeler and 85. 
others, protesting against House joint resolution 168, Senate 
joint resolutions 88 and 50, and all prohibition measures intro
duced in Congress; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, telegrams of_ Henry Pahl and 110 other cnizens of 
Iowa, protesting against Hou~ joint resolution 168, Senate 
joint resolutions 88 and 50, and all prohibition measures mtro
duced in Congress; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. WALLIN: Petition of 160 voters of the thirtieth 
congre~sional district of New York, protesting against national 
prohibition; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Petition of 24 voters from 
the third congressional district of.'New York, protesting against 
national prohibition; to the Coumittee on Rules. 
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